REMARKS 

In the Office Action, the drawings were objected to under 37 CFR 1.83(a). 
Claims 1, 2, 4, 6, 7, 9, 10, 15, 17, 20, 23, 24, 25, 26 and 27 were objected to because 
of informalities. Claims 1, 2, 4, 6, 7, 10, 15, 17, 18, 23 and 27 were rejected under 
35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Robbins Jr. (U.S. Pat. No. 5,540,138) 
in view of Bill (U.S. Pat. No. 6,554,373). Claim 26 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Robbins Jr. in view of Bill, and further in view of 
E.R. Smith et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 1,794,424). Claims 24 and 25 were objected to, but 
would be allowable if written in independent form. 

In response to the objection to the drawings, in the description of the originally 
filed application, the movement processes are described in detail. This has been done 
very extensively in particular in the description of Fig. la and 2. It is mentioned 
there, for example, that a solenoid is arranged on the right hand side in Fig. la and 
2. The solenoid is formed substantially by a coil 8 through which electricity runs for 
activating the solenoid, as well as an armature 3 or an armature bar 4 connected with 
the armature 3. It reads further on: 

In the upper half of the Figure the armature 3 is attracted by the 
solenoid, in the bottom half of the Figure there is a corresponding gap 
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which occurs because of the spring 12 which tries to shift the armature 

bar to the left against the force of the solenoid. 
Accordingly, the drawings have been amended to label the "Locking Position" and 
the "Unlocking Position 55 portions of the Figures. 

In response to the rejection in view of prior art, the Robbins Jr. patent shows 
a coupling mechanism which does not have the characteristics of claim 1 . A springy 
element which may engage in a recess 1 8 of the piston may be shown at the piston of 
this coupling mechanism. However, this solution is not the solution as is claimed in 
the present patent application, namely that a locking unit is characterized by the fact 
that on the armature bar a bolt is provided, and the bolt acts on the activating element 
by means of the movement of the armature bar, and the bolt has at least one truncated 
inclination in order to interact with the activating element by pressing during the 
movement of the armature bar. Such features of this claim cannot be seen in the 
Robbins patent. Only a piston is shown there which has a locking element at its end. 
The locking element here has only the hook for locking, and does not have the raised 
part which is important for the present invention. The piston is not supported 
springily, either, and no bolt is shown which may be able to block the movement of 
the piston. 
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Why would one of ordinary skill in the art of locking units of the electro- 
magnetic kind look to the Bill patent from the general field of coupling mechanisms 
in order to get to the result of claim 1 . For the time being, one may look to the field 
of search as it is defined by the opposed specifications. For example, in the Robbins 
patent, Fl 5B 1 5/26 is cited as international classification. In contrast to that, the Bill 
patent refers to B60T 8/44. Even according to the U.S. classification, there is no 
congruency of the search features. Also, the classification (58) "field of search" does 
not give any conformity. In this respect it is, already for this reason, absolutely not 
obvious that one of ordinary skill in the art focuses for example on the field of 
braking systems for automatic vehicles with a vacuum brake and, at the same time, 
takes a coupling mechanism for a coupling of the mechanical type in order to 
combine these two subjects to arrive at the matter of claim 1. The combination of 
these two patents still does not lead one of ordinary skill in the t art, even without 
consideration of the above-mentioned details, to the characteristics as they are 
claimed according to claim 1 . 

New claims 29 and 30 have been added to place the original subject matter of 
claims 24 and 25 in independent claim form. 

Based on the foregoing amendments and remarks, it is respectfully submitted 
that the claims in the present application, as they now stand, patentably distinguish 
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over the references cited and applied by the Examiner and are, therefore, in condition 
for allowance. A Notice of Allowance is in order, and such favorable action and 
reconsideration are respectfully requested. 

However, if after reviewing the above amendments and remarks, the Examiner 
has any questions or comments, he is cordially invited to contact the undersigned 
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attorneys. 


Respectfully submitted, 


JACOBSON HOLMAN PLLC 


By: 
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